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8th May 1970. 

About 09-24 hours. 

Southern. 

5'-6". 

Rayalcheruvu station. 

The distorted infringing ladder of the Up 
Main Starter Signal being struck by the 
train. 

No. 11 Up “Dadar—Madras Express”. 

14 bogie coaches. 

WDM-2/17108. 

90 Km. p. h. 

Single Line Section with Absolute Block 
System of working. 

1 in 400 descending. 

R. H. curve of nominal radius 10,560'. 

Clear day 

8 persons injured, of whom 4 sustained 
grievous injuries. 

(i) Passengers in No. 11 Express were injured 
as a result of the infringing ladder of the 
Up Main Starter Signal at Rayalcheruvu 
station being struck % the train. For this 
no individual is held responsible. 

(ii) The delay on the part of the Southern 
Railway Administration to blank off the 
ladder in accordance with orders also in¬ 
directly resulted in the accident. 
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GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

MINISTRY OF TOURISM & CIVIL AVIATION. 
(COMMISSION OF RAILWAY SAFETY). 


From 

The Additional Commissioner of Railway Safety, 
Southern Circle, 

Bangalore. 


To 

The Secretary to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Tourism & Civil Aviation, 

New Delhi. 


Through—^The Commissionerof Railway Safety, Lucknow. 


Sir, 

In accordance with Rule 10 of the Railway Board’s Notification No. 59/TTV/42/1 dated 
the 11th April 1966 I have the honour to report the result of my Inquiry into the accident 
that occurred to No. 11 Up“Dadar—Madras Express” train at Rayalcheruvu station on the 
Southern Ra ilway on the morning of the 8th May 1970. 

2. Inspection and Inqui/ry ~Th.e site of the accident was inspected by me on the morn¬ 
ing of the 10th May in company with the Guntakal Divisional Officers and the Deputy Super¬ 
intendent, Railway Police, Guntakal. 

2 of the injured were visited on the morning of the 18th May —1 in the Perambur Railway 
Hospital, and the other in the Madras General Hospital. 

The Inquiry was commenced at Guntakal on the afternoon of the 10 May, and continued 
on the 11th, 19th and 20th May, the Guntakal Divisional officers being present at the same as 
and when required. The evidence of 2 other witnesses was recorded on the 21st May. 

The Civil Authorities and the Police were informed of the Inquiry, and were represented 
by the following on the dates noted against each— 


Shri D. Venkata Ramanappa, Deputy Sup- 10th May; 
erintendent, Railway Police, Guntakal 

Shri P. Narayana Reddy, Inspector Rail- 10th and 11th May; 
way Police, Guntakal 

Shri S. Nanne Sahib, Sub-Inspector Rail- 10th, 11th and 19th May. 
way Police, Cuddapah. 


[Notb— The terms “front”, “rear”, “leading”, “trailing”, “left” and “right’ 
are with reference to the direction of motion of the trains concerned.] 


where used 


I PREAMBLE 

8. Brief description of the accident —While No. 11 Express was on the rim between Gooty 
and Tadpatri stations on the Southern Railway on the morning of the 8th May, 1970, and 
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shortly after it had passed through Rayalcheruvu station, the alarm chain was operated, and 
the train came to a stop at about 09-25 hours with its rear brakevan opposite Km. 389/5. 
On investigation it was found that some passengers had been injured while the train was pas¬ 
sing through Rayalcheruvu station. 

At first it was thought that the injuries were the result of stone throwing, so, after first aid 
had been rendered to some of the injured, the train was restarted after a short halt. 

The train was then stopped at the next station, Juturu, out of course, where it was seen 
that, more people had been injured than had been originally suspected. An examination of 
the train at Tadpatri, the next scheduled halt, also revealed that the side panels of several of 
the coaches had scratches on the left, and it was suspected that the accident had been brought 
about as a result of the train striking against some object while passing through Rayalcheruvu 
station. 


Prior to this, the Signal and Interlocking Maintainer (Mechanical), Gooty, who had been 
attending to the signals at Rayalcheruvu station, had noticed that the ladder of the Up Main 
Starter Signal of the station appeared slightly bent as No. 11 Express was passing through the 
station, and, after Express had passed, he went up and saw that the ladder was indeed bent. 
The Station Master and the Traffic Inspector—the latter being at the station at the time— 
then went to examine the same, and, shortly after this the Divisional Signal and Telecommu¬ 
nication Engineer (Works) arrived on a Motor Trolly from Juturu station and found that the 
ladder was damaged and was infringing the Main Line. 

It was obvious that the damaged ladder, which was bent inwards towards the Main 
Line, and infringing the same, had been struck by No 11 Express, and it was equally obvious 
that it was this obstruction which had injured the passengers. The post of the Up Main Star¬ 
ter Signal was also found to be leaning towards the Main Line. 

4. Casmlties—As. a result of the accident 8 persons were injured, of whom 4 sustained 
grievous injuries—3 with fractured arms and 1 with a fracture of the leg. 

5. Composition of the train —No. 11 Express consisted of 14 bogie coaches hauled by a 
Diesel Electric Locomotive. The train was marshalled in the following order— 

Engine No. WDM-2/17108 (with its long hood leading); 

1st Coach TLR No. 3634 .. .. Third Class, Luggage and Brakevan; 

2nd Coach WT No. 6224 .. .. Vestibuled Third Class; 


3rd Coach GTCNY No. 3325 

4th Coach GSCG No. 3610 , 
6th Coach TPPH No. 5190 
6th Coach WFC No. 2793 


Third Class Three Tier Sleeper with Ladies 
Compartment; 

Second Class Three Tier Sleeper-cum-Sitting; 
Third Class and Postal Van; 

Vestibuled First Class with Coupe Compart¬ 
ment; 


7th Coach WFC No. 2948 

8th Coach GT No. 6449 
9th Coach GT No. 6710 
10th Coach WGTYCN No. 6694 

nth Coach WGTCN No. 4922 
12th Coach FC No. 2956 
13th Coach FCT No. 5904 ,, 

14th Coach TLR No. 6178 


.. Vestibuled First Class with Coupe Compart¬ 
ment; 

Third Class ; 

.. Third Class; 

.. Vestibuled Third Class Three Tier Sleeper 
with Ladies Compartment; 

.. Vestibuled Third Class Three Tier Sleeper; 
.. First Class with Coupe Compartment; 

.. First Class with Coupe Compartment and 
Third Class; 

., Third Class, Luggage and Brakevan. 
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The train was fully vacuum braked, and its length and weight were approximately 1,080 
feet and 735 tonnes respectively (inclusive of the engine). 

All the coaches were 10'-8" wide, and had steel bodies—except the 6th coach No. 5190, 
which was wooden bodied but with steel panels. 

The engine had a speed indicator-cum-recorder which was in working order at the time. 

6. Damage sustained —The ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal at Rayalcheruvu station 
was badly damaged and distorted. The Signal Post, which was of reinforced concrete, was 
also scored at places, and was found to be leaning. 

7 of the coaches of No. 11 Express—the 1st, 4th, 5th, 6th, 9th, 11th and 13th—sustain¬ 
ed scratches on their panels to the left at heights varying from 4'-l j" to 7'-3f" from rail level. 

The cost of damage has been approximately assessed as follows:— 

Signal Post and ladder . . .. Rs. 150-00 

Coaching Stock . . . . . . Rs. 50-00 

Total .. Rs. 200-00 


7. Number of passengers — The seating capacity of No. 11 Express was 825. The train 
was running almost to full capacity at the time. 

8. Weather conditions —It was a clear day. 

II. RELIEF MEASURES 

9. First aid and medical assistance —Immediately after the accident occurred the alarm 
chain was pulled and the train stopped. First aid was initially rendered to 3 of the injured 
passengers, and then the train proceeded to the next station, Juturu, where it was stopped 
out of comse, and first-aid was rendered to the other 5 injured passengers. 

Information was also sent on ahead, and the train was met at Tadpatri by Dr. Obanna, 
the Civil Assistant Surgeon. He, along with another Lady Doctor, who was sent for from 
the Civil Hospital then attended to the injured passengers, and in particular to a girl, Kumari 
Navaneetha, who had a compound fracture of the right fore-arm and was bleeding profusely. 

Meanwhile, the Railway Assistant Medical Officers at Cuddapah, Nandalur, Renigunta 
and Arkonam had also been instructed to attend the train. The Assistant Medical Officer, 
Cuddapah met the train at Muddanuru, and, since the girl, Kumari Navaneetha, was still 
bleeding profusely, advised that she should be admitted into the Government Hospital, 
Cuddapah, k it this was declined by the girl’s employer. She was, therefore, accompanied 
by the Assistant Medical Officer, Cuddapah up to Nandalur, where she was handed over to the 
care of the Assistant Medical Officer, Nandalur. The latter accompanied the girl in the train 
up to Renigunta where the Assistant Medical Officer, Renigunta took charge. Here the 4 
grievously injured passengers were advised to detrain for admission into the Civil Hospital 
at Tirupathi, but this was not agreed to by the parties concerned. 

At Arkonam, the Assistant Medical Officer, Arkonam took charge, and accompanied the 
grievously injured up to Perambur-excluding Kumari Valsa, who was proceeding to Abvaye, 
and who was in a coach that was detached at Arkonam. The train was stopped out o:' course 
at Perambur, and the 3 remaining grievously injured passengers were then taken to the Per- 
ambur Railway Hospital where they were admitted at 22-30 hours. 

The same night, however, the girl, Kumari Navaneetha was removed to the Government 
General Hospital at Madras at her employer’s request, while Shri P. Arumugam, whose left 
elbow was fractured, was transferred to the Madras St. Thomas Mount Military Hospital on 
the 13th May. 
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tion to traffic, but, in view of the infringing post and ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal 
of Rayalcheruvu station, traffic was temporarily suspended over the Main Line at this station 
and the Warner Signals were disconnected. Normal working was restored on the 15th May 
when the Up Main Starter Signal was replaced by another signal. 

III. LOCAL CONDITIONS 

11. Description of the site and method of working~~(\) Rayalcheruvu is a ‘B’ Class station 
on the Bombay—Madras Single Main Line of the Southern Railway. The adjacent stations are 
Jakkalacheruvu (to the north), and Juturu (to the south), the line running more or less north- 
south from Jakkalacheruvu to Juturu through Rayalcheruvii. 

Trains are worked on the Absolute Block System by means of Neale’s Ball Token Ins¬ 
truments, trains from Jakkalacheruvu to Juturu through Rayalcheruvu being termed Up 
trains, and those from Juturu to Jakkalacheruvu through Rayalcheru vu Down trains. 

The station is interlocked to Standard III, and is equipped with the full complement of 
Lower Quadrant Semaphore Signals, the points and signals being operated from a cabin at 
either end—^designated North Cabin and South Cabin. There are 3 running lines—the Main 
Line (Road No. 1), which is track circuited between the Starter Signals, Road No. 2, and Road 
No. 3, the last mentioned being for the reception of goods trains only. The Main Line is ser¬ 
ved by a high level platform, and there is an island rail level platform between Road No. 1 
and Road No. 2. 

(ii) Up through trains approach the Up Main Starter Signal on a R.H. curve of nominal 
radius 10,560 feet (extending from near the rear end of the main platform to a little past 
the Up Advanced Starter Signal) and on a descending grade of 1 in 400. 

(iii) The kilometrage, reckoned from Madras Central, of the various stations mentioned 


in the Report is given below:— 

Bombay(Victoria Terminus) .. .. 1,276 

Dadar ., .. .. .. 1,267 

Guntakal ., .. .. .. 443 

Gooty .. .. .. .. 415 

Vannedoddi . . .. .. ^ 409 • 

Jakkalacheruvu .. .. .. 403 

Rayalcheruvu .. .. .. 391 

Juturu .. .. .. .. 379 

Tadpatri .. ... .. .. 367 

Kondapuram .. .. .. 339 

Muddanuru .. .. .. 315 

Cuddapah .. .. .. .. 260 

Nandalur .. .. .. .. 220 

Renigunta .. .. .. .. 135 

Arkonam .. .. .. 68 

Perambur .. .. .. .. 6 


Tirupathi is on a Branch Line 10 Kilometres from Renigunta. 

12. Permissible speeds —The maximum permissible speed for trains on the section is 
lOO Km. p.h., and the booked speed of No. 11 Express is 90 Km. p.h. There w^ere no per¬ 
manent or temporary restrictions in force between Gooty and Rayalcheruvu at the time. 
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IV. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

13. Driver of No. 11 Express, Shri N. S. Madhva Rao said that after leaving Gooty 
the train ran through Vannedoddi, Jakkalacheruvu and Rayalcheruvu stations, but, short¬ 
ly after passing through the last mentioned station, there was a drop in the vacuum, 
and he, accordingly, stopped the train. 

After the train stopped he waited for a little while, and, since the vacuum was not res¬ 
tored, he walked back down the train and saw some people collected around a compart¬ 
ment, and somebody being bandaged. He did not enquire as to the nature of injuries sus¬ 
tained by the person but went back to the engine, and when the vacuum was restored, and 
the Guard gave the starting signal, he started the train. 

When the train stopped at Tadpatri he examined it, and found the engine and the first 
3 coaches free of any visible marks, but some of the other coaches had marks indicating 
that they had struck against some object. 

While passing through Rayalcheruvu he did not notice anything, unusual. He picked 
up the Starter signal, which was ‘off’ for his train, and he then examined the token 
which had been picked up by his Assistant Driver from the Porter standing on the plat¬ 
form. 

14. Assistant Driver of No. 11 Express, Shri P. A. Venugopal said that while passing 
through Rayalcheruvu he picked up the token on the right from the Porter standing on the 
platform. He saw the Starter and the Advanced Starter Signals ‘off’ for the train, but did 
not notice anything unusual about them; nor did he see any obstruction ahead. After 
picking up the token he exchanged signals with the Guard on the right. 

While passing the Advanced Starter Signal there was a drop in the vacuum and the 
Driver stopped the train. 

15. Guard of No. 11 Express, Shri E. A. Lobow said that after the train passed through 
Rayalcheruvu it was stopped at 09-27 hours with the rear TLR opposite Km. 389^5. The 
Brakesman, who was in the front TLR, then came up and told him that a lady was hurt. 
He took out his First-Aid box, but before he could go ahead 2 other men came up and said 
that they too were hurt. Accordingly, he sent the Brakesman with the First-Aid box, 
and attended to the other 2 men with his personal equipmmt, their injuries not appearing 
to be serious. The 2 injured persons were unable to explain how they had been hurt, and 
he thought that it might have been due to stones having been thrown at the train. 

After some time, at 09-46 hours, the train restarted, but stopped at the next station, 
Juturu, where he was informed that 5 other persons had be-n injured. 

At Tadpatri the train was examined, and scratches were seen on the left of Coaches 
Nos. 3610, 5190, 2793 6710 ,and 5904, the scratches being at window level. 

While passing through Rayalcheruvu he had been looking out on the right, and ex¬ 
changed signals with the Assistant Station Master on the platform and the South Cabin. 

16. Brakesman of No. 11 Express, Shri S. N. Ghakravarty said he was travelling in the 
front brakevan at the time. Passing through Rayalcheruvu he looked out to the right 
and exchanged signals with the Guard and the Assistant Station Master. He did not notice 
anything unusual while the train passed through the station, but shortly after this the 
train stopped and, getting out, he found a lady injured in the 4th coach from the engine. 

17. Travelling Ticket Examiner in No. 11 Express, Shri E. K. Bhaskaran said that he 
was in Coach No. 6694 at the time. Just after passing through Rayalcheruvu he heard a 
sound. At first he thought that somebody had thrown a stone, but then he saw that a lady 
passenger in his coach had been injured—though not seriously. After a little distance the 
train stopped. 
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18. Travelling Ticket Examiner in No. 11 Express, Shri Y. S. A. Jacob said that he was 
in coach No. 3610 at the time. At Gooty a lady and child and their servant girl got in. The 
servant girl Was temporarily accommodated by a man giving up his seat for her. While 
the train was passing through Rayalcheruvu he heard a sound and immediately the servant 
girl started crying, and it was seen that her right arm had been badly injured. The alarm 
chain was then pulled, and the train stopped. 

19. Travelling Ticket Examiner in No. 11 Express, Shri G. L. Pathy said he was 
in Coach No. 4922 at the time. While the train was passing through Rayalcheruvu there was 
a sound as if some body had thrown a stone. 2 persons in the coach were injured as a result 
and somebody pulled the alarm chain, and the train stopped. 

20. Travelling Ticket Emminer in No. 11 Express, Shri B. Jayapal said that he was 
in the Third Class portion of the front TLR No. 3634 at the time. He noticed nothing 
unusual while the train was passing through Rayalcheruvu. 

21. Travelling Ticket Examiner in No. 11 Express, Shri P. Sanyasa Rao said that he 
was in Coach No. 3325 at the time. He did not observe anything unusual while the train 
was passing through Rayalcheruvu. 

22. First Class Coach Attendant on No. 11 Express, Shri Shaik Shavali said that 
he was travelling in Coach No. 2793 at the time. He noticed nothing unusual while the 
train was passing through Rayalcheruvu. 

23. Signal Inspector Gooty, Shri G. Ganesan said that he was travelling with the Chief 
Guard in the rear TLR of the train at the time, but heard and experienced nothing while 
passing through Rayalcheruvu. 

He had only been in charge of the section since December 1969, and meanwhile had been 
on 1^ months leave. During this period the Up Main Starter Signal of Rayalcheruvu had not 
been shifted, nor had the post or its ladder been attended to. This Up Main Starter Signal 
post was vertical when he last inspected the station on the 18th April, and it was obvious 
that this signal post and its ladder had been struck by som^ object which had disturbed the 
foundation and brought about its lean. 

24. Divisional Mechanical Engineer Guntakal, Shri R. Subramanyan, who was tra¬ 
velling in Coach No. 2948 (the 7th coach) at the time, said that he observed nothing unu¬ 
sual when the train passed through Rayalcheruvu, nor did he specifically look out when 
the train stopped immediately after passing the station, as it restarted after a short halt. 
At Juturu, however, the train stopped beyond the platform, and then backed, and, noticing 
a slight commotion on the platform, he got out of the train and heard that some passengers 
had been injured. 

The Divisional Signal & Telecommunication Engineer (Works), who was at the station 
at the time, said he would proceed towards Rayalcheruvu to check upon any infringement. 

At Tadpatri he had a look at the left side of the train. The engine and the first 3 coaches 
appeared intact, but the 4th, 5th, 6th, 9th and 13th coaches had scratch marks mainly at 
about window level; on the 13th coach there were also scratch marks on the weather- 
plate above the top of the door. He saw nothing protruding from the engine or from any 
of the coaches, and , both the Driver and the Guard replied in the negative when asked whe¬ 
ther they had noticed anything while the train passed through Rayalcheruvu. 

25. North Cabin Pointsman Rayalcheruvu, Shri P. Venkatesulu said that he passed No. 
10 Down Mail, No. 1851 Down Goods, Up Super Express, and No. 11 Express, and noticed 
nothing unusual about these trains. 
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26. Assistant Station Master Rayalcheruvu, Shri J. N. Satyachandra Rao said that after 
coming on duty at 07-00 hours on the 8th May he dealt with the following trains in the 
order given below — 

(i) No. 10 Down Mail passed through on the Main Line (Road No. 1); 

(ii) Up Super Express was received on Road No. 2 at 08-10 hours ; 

(hi) No. 1851 Down Goods passed through on the Main Lino (Road No. 1) at 08-17 
hours ; 

(iv) Up Super Express left at 08-25 hours ; 

(v) Down Steam Light Engine was received on Road No. 2 at 09-10 hours; and 

(vi) No. 11 Up Express passed through on the Main Line (Road No.l) at 09-23 
hours. 

Before releasing the Up Main Home Signal slide for No. 11 Express, North Cabin had 
assured him that not only were the facing and the trailing points correctly set for No. 11 
Express, but also that the line was clear. Just before No. 11 Express passed through he 
went out on the platform outside his office and satisfied himself that the Up Main Starter 
Signal and Up Advanced Starter Signals were ‘off’ and that the lino was clear, but he did 
not particularly look at the Up Main Starter Signal post. 

After No. 11 Express had passed through the station South Cabin informed him that 
it had stopped somewhere beyond the Down Outer Signal, but after some time the train 
restarted. The Traffic Inspector, who was at the station at the time, then received in¬ 
formation over the Control Phone to check whether there were any infringing structures at 
the station. He (the Traffic Inspector) then went out with the Station Master, and at tlio 
same time the Divisional Signal & Telecommunication Engineer arrived on a Motor Trolly. 
When they returned to the station he gathered from their conversation that the Up Main 
Starter Signal Ladder was bent. 

Prior to this he had never observed the Up Main Line Starter Signal leaning. 

27. Porter at Rayalcheruvu, Shri Shaik Ghause Mia said that after the passage of No. 
10 Mail he did not particularly notice the Up Main Starter Signal. The Super Express was 
then received on Line 2 and No. 1851 Goods passed through on the Main Line, .ifber this 
he took the token to the engine of the Up Super Express, which was standing on Road No. 2, 
but, although he saw that the Up Starter Signal of Road 2 was ‘off’ he did not notice the 
Up Main Starter Signal or its post. When No. 11 Express was approaching he took the 
token for it to be handed over from the platform. At that time he saw that the Up Main 
Starter Signal was ‘off’ for No, 11 Express, but did not notice its post or its ladder. 

28. South Cabin Pointstnan Rayalcheruvu, Shri R. Hanumanthu, who had been on duty 
from the night of the 7th May, said that he removed the burners of the Up Starter Signals 
at about 06-30 hours between the passage of No. 91 passenger and No. 10 Mail. At that 
time the ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal was normal, and not bent. 

After the passage of No. 10 Mail he handed over charge to Shri Venkatasubbiah, and 
then left the South Cabin. When leaving the South Cabin he passed the Up Main Starter 
Signal and saw that the signal and ladder were still in normal condition. 

29. South Cabin Pointsman Rayalcheruvu, Shri Venkatasubbiah said that he came on 
duty at 07-25 hours on the 8th May, and at the time the burners of the 3 Up Starter Signals 
had been removed and were in the Cabin. 

Shri Hanumanthu had passed No. 10 Mail, and after this he had received the Up Super 
Express on Road No. 2 and then No. 1851 Down Goods was passed through on the Main 
Line. A.fter the departure of the Up Super Express and No. 1851 Down Goods he saw that 
the Up Main Starter Signal post and its ladder were normal. Again, just befor* h.' gave 

M/B(D)157MofT&CA/71-72 
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Meanwhile, Control informed him that the Express had stopped at Juturu and repor¬ 
ted that some passengers had been injured. He was, therefore, asked to check whether there 
were any infringements at the station, so the Station Master and he went towards the South 
Cabin. On the way the Assistant Signal & Interlocking Maintainer (Mechanical) met the 
Station Master and told him that the ladder of the Up Starter Signal of Road No. 1 was 
bent. He then went up and noted the extent to which the ladder was bent after which they 
went towards the South Cabin. The South Cabin Pointsman was apparently not aware of 
the bent signal ladder, so they told him about it. 

When he went to the South Cabin after finding that the Signal ladder was bent, he found 
the burners of the Up Starter Signals in the cabin. 

34. Divisional Signal & Telecommunication Engineer (works) Guntakal, Shri S.C. 
Singam said that on the morning of the 8th May he was at Juturu when No. 11 Express 
was signalled to run through. This train, however, stopped near the South Cabin, and then 
backed to the station, when it was found that some passengers had been inj ured. 

He then motor trollied towards Rayalcheruvu but saw nothing wrong till he came to 
Rayalcheruvu Up Main Starter Signal, where he found the ladder of this signal bent inwards 
towards the Main Line. Roughly checking the infringement he saw that the ladder was 
bent to about 5'-8" from the centre of the Main Line at a height of about T'-O". The bottom 
of the ladder was still embedded in the earth, but its foundation was disturbed. 

35. Head Train Examiner Madras Centred, Shri P. Doraikannu said that he checked 
the following coaches on the 9th may, and the results of the check were as detailed below;— 

Coach No. 

3634 .. Several scratch marks ranging in height from 4'-l to 6'-7|" above rail level. 

6224 .. No scratches. 

3325 .. No scratches. 

3610 .. Reservation chart holder with bracket damaged and missing. 

Hand rail dented at a height of 6'-6|" above rail level. 

Other scratches at a height of 6'-6|" and 7'-lf" above rail level. 

5190 .. Corner of the body pillar damaged. Scratches varying in height from 5'-0' to O'-S" 

above rail level. 

2793 .. Scratches varying in height from 5'-3|" to 6'-6'' above rail level. 

2948 .. No scratches. 

5904 .. Weather plate dented and scratched. Scratches varying from a height of 5'-3i" 

to 6'-2f. 

6178 .. No scratches. 

All the above scratches were on the left facing the direction of the motion of the train. 

Again on the morning of the 21st May he checked the following 2 coaches and found 
scratch marks as detailed below:— 

Coach No. 6710—^There were scratches on the panel to the left ranging in height from e'-lOj" 
to 7'-3|" above rail level. 

Coach No. 4922—2 Scratches on the panel to the left at a height of 4'-lJ" and 6'-ll|" aboye 
rail level. 
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36. Driver of Down Light Engine, Shri Rangaswamy said that he left Tadpatri at O8-OO 
hours with his engine (No. WG9736) working chimney foremost, and was received directly on 
signals at 09-10 hours on Koad No. 2 of Eayalcheruvu. He did not notice anything wrong 
with the Up Main Starter Signal of Eayalcheruvu when he entered the station, nor did he 
notice anything unusual when No. 11 Express passed, his engine being opposite the Assistant 
Station Master’s office at the time. 

37. First Fireman of Down Light Engine, Shri Pafanna said that when entering 
Eayalcheruvu station he saw that the ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal was normal. 

38. Driver of the Up Super Express, Shri M. Rozario said that his train, hauled by Engine 
No. WDM-2/18288 (with the long hood leading) was received on Eoad No. 2 of Eayalcheruvu 
at 08-14 hours, and his engine came to a stop about 20 feet short of his Up Starter Signal. 
His train crossed No. 1851 Down Goods, which ran through on the Main Line of this station, 
arui while this train passed through he did not notice anything unusual, but, at the time, he 
was in the cab examining his engine. 

After the passage of No. 1851 Down Goods the token was brought by the Porter, his 
Starter Signal was lowered, and he started his train after the Guard gave him the requisite 
signal. While leaving the station he did not particularly look at the Up Main Starter Signal. 

39. Assistant Driver of the Up Super Express, Shri Syed Yacub said that they were 
received on Eoad No. 2 of Eayalcheruvu and after this a Down Goods train passed 
through the station. He was examiniug the engine at the time and did not notice anything 
unusual while the Down Goods train passed through. After this their train started, but he 
did not notice the Up Main Starter signal when they left the station. 

40. Guard of the Up Super Express, Shri M. P. Samhamurthi said that his train was receiv¬ 
ed on Eoad No. 2 of Eayalcheruvu at 08-12 hours. He did not notice anything unusual while the 
Down Goods train passed through on Eoad No. 1 shortly after. His train left the station at 
08-27 hours, and he did not particularly notice the Up Main Starter Signal at the time. 

41. Driver of No. 1851 Down Goods, Shri A. Kesavalu said that he started his train from 
Nandalur at 00-15 hours on the 8th May; and was not aware that any of the wagons on the 
train wore damaged. 

Approaching Eayalcheruvu, he was first stopped at the Down outer Signal and then 
passed through the station on the Main Line at 08-18 hours. He noticed nothing unusual 
when passing through the station, nor did he parti(;ularly notice the Up Main Starter Signal 
at the time as he was looking ahead for his own Starter Signal. 

42. Assistant Driver of No. 1851 Down Goods, Shri K. DevapraJeasa Rao said that when 
his train passed through Eayalcheruvu on the Main Line he picked up the token on the left. He 
noticed nothing unusual about any of the Up Starter Signals while the train passed through 
the station. 

43. Guard of No. 1851 Down Goods, Shri C. Venhatarama Naidu said that his train ori¬ 
ginated from Nandalur, and consisted of a number of empty and loaded wagons. 

Approaching Eayalcheruvu, the train was stopped for 13 minutes at the Down Outer 
Signal, and was then passed through on the Main Line at 08-18 hours. He noticed nothing 
unusual when the train passed through this station. The train reached Gooty at 08-50 hours, 
where he handed over to the Train Clerk, but did not sign any document at the time. 

Before leaving Nandalur he saw that there were no damaged wagons on the train, and 
none of the doors of any of the wagons were open. He again examined the train at 
Kondapuram, and found that none of the wagons was damaged, and that all the wagon doors 
were shut and the cotters of the doors were securing them in the closed position. He, however 
did not examine the train after it reached Gooty. 

Wagon No, BOX 68027 was marshalled 22nd from the engine. 



44. Assistant Station Master Vannedoddi, Shri J. Gorreya said that No. 1851 Down 
Goods ran through his station on the Main Line at 08-40 hours. He exchanged signals with 
the Guard and the Driver when the train passed through. He did not notice any open door 
on the train, nor did he notice anything unusual. 

45. Train Examiner Gooty, Shri T. Gajaraj said that No 185J Down Goods arrived 
at Gooty at 08-50 hours. After the train came to a stop he made a detailed examination 
on the right of the formation. None of the doors of the wagons on this train were open and 
unhooked, all the doors on this side being either fastened in the closed position or secured by 
their hooks in the open position. 

3 wagons on this load were marked “sick”, 1 of them, No. CR/BCXT. 68027, having its 
Nandalur end flap door on the right bent and projecting outwards. This wagon was empty, 
and the damaged flap door was secured in the closed position only by the cotter at the leading 
end, the trailing side cotter not being able to secure the flap door as this end was bent out¬ 
wards and projecting by about 18" from the side of the wagon. Above this damaged flap 
door the leading end swing door was secured in the closed position with its cotter, and the 
trailing end swing door was secured in the open position by means of its hook. The marks on 
'the inside of the damaged flap door looked fresh, and at first he thought that this damage 
might have been sustained during the unloading of heavy packages. 

46. Senior Rakshak Gooty, Shri P. Rasool Khan said that he checked the right side 
of the formation of No. 1851 Down goods when it arrived at Gooty on the 8th May. He did 
not check whether all the doors, particularly all the empties, were secured by cotters in the 
closed position or by hooks in the empty position. One of the wagons, No. CR/BCXT 68027 
was damaged. It had its bottom flap door bent at the Cuddapah end, which could not be 
secured by its cotter as a result, though at -the Guntakal end the flap door was secured in 
the closed position by its cotter. Above it, the Guntakal end swing door was secured by its 
cotter in the closed position, while the Cuddapah end swing door was open, though he did 
not notice whether it was secured by its hook or not. 

He had started checking the load from the engine at 08-50 hours and reached the brakevan 
at 09-25 hours. He did not find the Guard on the train, but saw him later in the Assistant 
Station Master’s office. 

47. Traffic Inspector (Headquarters) GurUakal, ShriS.V. Fewtoumwawaw said that on 
the morning of the 8th May he was at Gooty, and at about 11-00 hours Control told him to 
check whether any moving load was infringing standard dimensions, since the Up Main 
Starter Signal ladder of Rayalcheruvu had been bent. Checking the formation of No. 1861 
Down Goods, which had arrived at Gooty at 08-47 hours, he found a BCXT wagon with a 
damaged flap door on the right. This damaged flap door was closed and secured at the facing 
end with its cotter, but open on the trading end. Above this damaged flap door the left swmg 
door was open and not secured with the hook. He did not remember the position of the right 
swing door. 

48. Divisional Mechanical Engineer (Diesel) Gooty, Shri M.D. Nanavaty, who was 
looking after Guntakal Division during the absence of the Divisional Superintendent, said 
that he was informed about this accident at about 11-00 hours on the 8 th May while at 
Gooty. 

Later, at about 13-00 hours, the Traffic Inspector (Headquarters) Guntakal told him 
that a wagon had been detached at Gooty and marked “sick” due to its having been damaged. 
He went to see the wagon (No. CR/BCXT 68027), which was on the formation of No. 1861 
Goods, and saw that its trailing side flap door on the right was damaged. This flap door was 
closed with its leading door catch securing it, whereas the trailing catch could not engage ‘tike 
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same because of the damage. The leading swing door above it was also closed and cottered, 
but the trailing swing door was secured in the open position by its hooks. He noticed marks 
on the top of the tower bolt, and also fresh scratches on the side panels of the wagon near the 
swing door. 

The next day (9th May) he went to Rayalcheruvu to meet the Transportation Superin¬ 
tendent (Safety), Madras. They jointly inspected the spot, and, after the bent signal 
ladder was refixed in position, the necessary measurements were recorded. Scratch marks on 
the concrete Up Main Starter Signal post were taken note of with special reference to the 
distance from the centre line of the track and height above rail level. He also noticed that 
the signal post was out of plumb by 7|", and that it was infringing at a height of 5' and 
above. 

49. Senior Train Examiner Nandalur, Shri J. Sarangapani said that he checked wagon 
No. CR/BCXT 68027 on the 7th May at Nandalur prior to its being despatched by No. 1851 
Down Goods train. The wagon left Nandalur undamaged. 

50. Keyman of the section, Shri Chinna Anjanigadu said that on the 8th May he commen¬ 
ced his patrol from Rayalcheruvu at 07-00 hours. When leaving the station he saw that the 
Up Main Starter Signal post and ladder were normal. He crossed No. 10 Mail near the Up 
advanced Starter Signal. 

He had been in charge as Keyman of this section for 3 years, and during this period he 
had no knowledge of the curve near the Up Main Starter Signal at this station being slewed. 

61. Mate of the section, Shri Elliah said that on the morning of the 8th May he left 
Rayalcheruvu station at about 08-00 hours, going towards Jiituru. At the time he saw that 
the Up Main Starter Signal post and ladder were normal. 

52. Assistant Permanent Way Inspector Tadpatri, Shri G. Subbarao said that at about 
07-20 hours, when he trollied over the Main Line from Rayalcheruvu towards Juturu, the 
Up Main Starter Signal post and ladder were normal. 

He had been in charge of the section for 5 months, and during this period he had not 
slewed the curve through Rayalcheruvu station, and the gang'would not have undertaken 
any slewing of the curve during his absence. 

53. Permanent Way Inspector Gooty, Shri C. H. D’Silva said that on the 8th May he 
trollied with the Deputy Chief Engineer and the Divisional Engineer from Gooty, and on 
their arrival at Rayalcheruvu they were informed of the accident, and saw the bent signal 
ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal. 

He had been in charge of the section, which extended through Rayalcheruvu station, 
since July 1968, and during this period the Main Line through Rayalcheruvu station had 
not been slewed. 

54. Assistant Engineer Gooty, Shri T.S. Natarajan said that he had been in charge of 
the Sub-Division, which included Rayalcheruvu, for 1 year and 1 month, and to his know¬ 
ledge the Main Line through this station had not been slewed during this period. 

On the 8th May he had accompanied the Deputy Chief Engineer and the Divisional 
Engineer by trolly from Gooty. They reached Rayalcheruvu at about 11-35 hours, where 
they heard about the accident to No. 11 Express, and saw the bent ladder of the Up Main 
Starter Signal. 

On their return to Gooty at about 16-35 hours the same day, they were told that a BCXT 
wagon had been marked “sick” because its flap door was damaged. The open door of 
this wagon extended to 7'-0'' front the centre of the track, and it was first thought that this 
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open door had struck the Signal ladder. Regarding the swing doors above the damaged flap 
door, the leading swing door was closed with the cotter partially securing it, while the trail¬ 
ing swing door was open and not secured by its hook. 

55. Divisional Engineer!I Guntahd, Shri R. Krishnamurthy said that on the 8th May he 
was informed about the accident at about 11-35 hours when he reached Rayalcheru^u. He 
saw that the ladder of the signal concerned was distorted towards the Main Line. The bottom 
of the ladder did not have a proper foundation, but was buried in the earth, which was dis¬ 
turbed. 

At about 17-00 hours the same day he examined Wagon No. CR/BCXT. 68027 at Gooty. 
On the right of this wagon the Guntakal side doors and flap door were secured in the closed 
position. As regards the Cuddapah side doors, however, the trailing swing door was open and 
not secured with the hook, but the leading swing door was secured in the closed position. 
The flap door below them was secured in the closed position at the leading end, but at the 
trailing end it was bent, and, in consequence, the cotter at that end for securing it, and the 
cotter for securing the swing door at the trailing end could not be secured. The bent portion 
of the flap door projected from the side of the wagon by 18" at a height of 23" above the floor 
level. There were fresh marks on the damaged portion of the flap door. 

On the 9th May he again went to Rayalcheruvu during the inspection of the Transporta¬ 
tion Superintendent (Safety), and recorded the following details— 

(i) The versine of the Main Line opposite the Up Main Line Starter was 1" on a 62' 

chord; 

(ii) The super elevation of the Main Line at that spot was and the gauge was 
exact; 

(Hi) The Up Main Starter Signal post was leaning towards the Main Line, it being 
out of plumb by 0'-7j" at a height of 20'-3"; 

{iv) The track centres at the Up Main Starter Signal were 15'-10|", and one edge of 
the signal post was 7'-0|" from the centre of the Main Line, the other edge of the 
post (the edge closer to the station) being 6'-ll|" from the centre of the Main 
Line; 

(v) There were scratches on the signal post on the edge nearest the station as detailed 
below— 

(a) At a height of 8'-5" above rail level and 6'-8|" from the centre of the Main 

Line; 

(b) At a height of 7'-10" above rail level and 6'-9j" from the centre of the Main 

Line; 

(c) At a height of 7'-4|" above rail level and 6'-9j" from the centre of the Main 

Line. 

He had been in charge of this section only since the 14th March, 1970, and had not in¬ 
spected the stretch through Rayalcheruvu before the accident occurred. Checking old re¬ 
cords, however, he found that the Main Line at Rayalcheruvu had not been slewed, but, in 
October 1967, a rail level island platform had been put in between Roads Nos. 1 and 2 at this 
station necessitating the slewing of Roads Nos. 2 and 3 outwards away from the Main Line. 
This might account for the fact that the Up Main Starter Signal was not located at the centre 
of the Main Line and Road No. 2. 

56. Assistant Signal and Telecommunication Engineer GuntaTcal, Shri 0. S. Sankaran 
said that he had been in charge of the maintenance of Rayalcheruvu station since February 
1970, and had only been to the station once i.e., on the 18th March 1970, when he checked 
by eye whether the signal posts at the station were vertical or leaning, and saw that no post 
was leaning. 
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On the 11th and 12th May he trollied from Nandalur to Gooty, checking as to whether 
any structure had been damaged or marked by any striking object but found nothing. 

57. Divisional Signal & Telecommunication Engineer, Guntakal, Shri K. V. Sankara- 
narayanan said that he had been in charge of the maintenance at Guntakal since the 22nd 
March, 1970, and had not inspected Rayalcheruvu prior to the accident. 

He had been at Madras when the accident occurred, and reached the site on the morning 
of the 9th May, when he found that the Up Main Starter Signal post of Rayalcheruvu was 
leaning towards the Main Line by 71" at a height of 22', and the signal post was only 6'-9'' 
from the centre of the Main Line at a height of 9'-0''. Scratches were also observed on the Up 
Main Starter Signal Post between 7'-6" and S'-O" height above rail level. 

V. OBSERVATIONS AND TESTS 

58. Rayalcheruvu station —-This was inspected on the morning of the 10th May, the da¬ 
maged signal ladder having been re-erected to simulate conditions obtaining after the passage 
of No. 11 Express 2 days earlier. The following observations and measurements pertaining 
to the Up Main Starter Signal were recorded— 

(i) Clearance of the signal post from the centre of the Main Line—O'-llf* at rail level 
and 6'-9j" at 8'-0" above rail level; 

(n) Width of the signal post—lOf" at rail level and 9|" at G'-O" above rail level; 

(m) Distance between the centres of the Main Line and Road No. 2—15'-9|" 

(iv) Outside width of the bent signal ladder—8^"; 

(v) Gauge of the Main Line—S'-G" exact; 

(vi) Super elevation of the Main Line— 

{vii) Overlapping adjacent versines on a G2 ft. chord—15/lG" and 1 I/IG"; 

{viii) From Level Crossing No. 171/B near the Down Facing Points the bent ladder 
could be made out with difficulty; 

{ix) From the South Cabin the bent ladder was clearly visible: 

(x) From the platform outside the Assistant Station Master’s Office the bent signal 
ladder was barely visible; 

(xi) The concrete base of the signal post did not appear disturbed. 

59. Wagon No. CRIBCXT 68027. —This was inspected at Gooty on the 10th and 11th 
May, and again at Guntakal on the 19th May. The following observations were recorded— 

(i) The projection of the damaged flap door in the closed condition was G'-2'' from 

the centre of the track at a height of S'-IO" above rail level; 

(ii) The hasp of the tower bolt of the swing door above the damaged flap door, when 
open, extended to 7'-3" from the centre of the track at a height of 7'-6|'' above 
rail level, and the tip of this hasp was freshly marked; 

(Hi) There were fresh scratch marks on the side panel of the wagon at heights of 
7'-G*, 7'-9|" and 10'-7|" above rail level, obviously made by portions of the 
tower bolt, and indicating that the corresponding swing door had been violently 
swinging to and fro in the open condition; 

(iv) When this swing door was opened and slammed shut, there was a tendency for 
its vertical cotter to drop and secure the door in the closed position. 

60. Examination of some of the coaches of No. 11 Up Express—On the 18th May Coaches 
Nos. 3634, 3610, 5190, 2793 and 5904 were inspected at Madras Central. Scratches were seen 
on the left panels of these coaches, as has been detailed in para 36. 
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On tlie 20tli May Coaches Nos. 6449, 6694 and 2956 were inspected at Guntakal while 
they were passing thjough on No. 12 Down Express; no scratches were visible on the left 
panels of these coaches. 

Again on the 2l8t May Coaches Nos. 6710 and 4922 were inspected at Madras Central. 
The left panels were seen to have scratches as detailed in para 35. 

VI. DISCUSSION 

61. Time of the accident —The Driver of No. 11 Express said that the train passed through 
Eayalcheruvu at 09-22 hours, whereas the times given by the Guard and the Assistant Station 
Master, Eayalcheruvu were 09-25 hours and 09-23 hours respectively. The accident, therefore, 
must have occurred at about 09-24 hours. 

62. Speed of No. 11 Express when the acdderd occurred —Both the Driver and the Assis¬ 
tant Driver of No. 11 Express said that the speed at the time was about 90 Km.p.h. The speed 
chart was checked at Madras on the 18th May, and it was seen that the speed at the time was 
indeed 90 Km.p.h. 

63. Cawseo/^Ae accident—There is no doubt that the passengers in No. 11 Express were 
injured by the distorted, infringing ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal at Eayalcheruvu 
which was struck by the train while it passed through on the Main Line at High speed. 

64 . Cause of the damage to the Main Starter Signal at Rayalcherum —The following trains 
were dealt with at Eayalcheruvu after 05 • 00 hours that morning— 



Down Trains 


Train No. 

Eoad No. 

Time 

91 

1 

05-19/33 hours. 

10 

1 

07-31 hours (Passed through). 

1861 

1 

08-17 horns (Passed through! 

Light Engine 

2 

09-10/11-45 hours. 


Up Trains 


Train No. 

Eoad No. 

Time 

Up Super Express 

2 

08-10/25 hours 

11 

1 

09-23 hours (Passed through) 


The South Cabin Pointsman, Shri E. Hanumanthu said that he removed the burners from 
the Up Starter Signals at about 06-30 hours, between the passage of No. 91 Passenger and No. 10 
Mail. The Traffic Inspector Cuddapah has said that when he went to the South Cabin after 
seeing the bent signal ladder, he found the burners of the Up Starter Signals in the Cabin. To 
remove the burners from the Up Main Starter Signal the Pointsman would have had to climb 
this ladder, and if the ladder had been damaged at that time he would have had considerable 
difficulty in climbing it, and would definitely have drawn the attention of the Assistant Station 
Master to the same. Eurther, the Keyman, the Mate, the Assistant Permanent Way Inspector 
Tadpatri, and the Signal & Interlocking Maintainer (Mechanical) have all corroborated that 
this signal and its ladder were normal when they passed by between 07-00 hours and 07-20 
hours that morning. It is, therefore, definite that the signal and ladder were all right just before 
the passage of No. 10 Mail at 07-31 hours. 
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The same South Cabin Pointsman has also stated that after the passage of No. 10 Mail 
he handed over charge to his reliever, Shri Venkatasubbaiah, and, when leaving the South 
Cabin he passed the Up Main Starter Signal and saw that the signal and ladder were still nor¬ 
mal. Since he would have had to walk past this signal, this statement of his is also accepted, 
from which it is evident that the signal and ladder were all right even after the passage of 
No. 10 Mail. 

The next train to arrive was the Up Super Express, which was admitted onto Road No. 2 
at 08-10 hours, and left at 08-25 hours, after No. 1851 Down Goods had passed through on 
the Main Line at 08-17 hours. The Driver of the Up Super Express said that while No. 1851 
Down Goods passed through on the Main Line he was in the cab. examining his engine, and 
when his train left the station he did not particularly look at the L'p Main Starter Signal. The 
Assistant Driver and the Guard of the Up Super Express also said that they did not notice 
the Up Main Starter Signal when their train left the station, and the Driver, the Assistant 
Driver, and the Guard of No. 1851 Down Goods all stated that they noticed nothing un¬ 
usual when the train passed through the station. The evidence of the crews of the Up Super 
Express and No. 1851 Down Goods being however, of a negative nature, no conclusions can be 
drawn from the same. 

The South Cabin Pointsman, Shri Venkatasubbaiah said that after the departure of No. 
1851 Down Goods and the Up Super Express he saw that the Up Main Starter Signal post and 
its ladder w( re normal. The driver of rhe Down Light Engine which was then rec dvod on Road 
No. 2. at 09-10 hours, said that he noticed nothing wrong with this signal while his train was 
entering the station, while his First Fireman said that he saw that the ladder of this signal was 
normal while the engine was entering the station. After this No. 11 Up Express passed 
through on the Main Line at 09-23 hours, and the South Cabin Pointsman averred that just 
before he gave the slot to the North Cabin for No. 11 Up Express he again saw that the Up 
Main Starter Signal ladder was normal. As against this there is the evidence of the Signal 
& Interlocking Maintainer (Mechanical) to the effect that when No. 11 Up Express was approa¬ 
ching, and before it had passed the Up Main Starter Signal, he saw that the ladder of the signal 
was slightly bent. 

The distortion of the ladder was such that it must have been brought about by some pro¬ 
truding object passing by on the Main Line, and not on Roads Nos. 2 or 3. It also seemed more 
than probable that the damage was caused by an object moving in the Down direction rather 
than in the Up direction. The only trains dealt with on the Main Line after the passage of No. 10 
Down Mail were No. 1851 Down Goods (at 08-17 hours) and No. 11 Up Express (at 09-23 hours). 
There is, therefore, the necessity of reconciling the conflicting evidence of the South Cabin 
Points-man and the First Fireman of the Down Light Engine—^both of whom maintained 
that the Up Main Starter Signal and its ladder were all right after the passage of No. 1851 
Down Goods and before the approach of No. 11 Up Express—and the Signal & Interlocking 
Maintainer (Mechanical), who stated that he saw that the ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal 
was slightly bent while No. 11 Up Express was approaching, and before it had passed the said 
signal. 

Attention is here drawn to the condition of Wagon No. CR/BCXT 68027, which was on 
No. 1851 Down Goods, and marked “sick” on its arrival at Gooty. This wagon, according 
to the evidence recorded, had the trailing end of its trailing flap door to the right gaping out¬ 
wards, resulting in the trailing swing door above it having to remain open—since it could not be 
secured in the closed position. At first it was thought that it was this damaged flap door that 
had struck the signal ladder and distorted, it but all the evidence goes to show that when the 
wagon reached Gooty this flap door was secured in the closed position by its leading door catch, 
and in that position it projected only 6'-2" from the centre of the track, and could not possibly 
have struck the signal ladder, which must have been approximately 7'-0" from the centre of the 
Main Line in its undamaged condition. However, from para 59 it Wl be seen that there was a 
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fresh mark on the tip of the hasp of the tower bolt of the leading swing door above this damaged 
flap door, and, rhhough the wagon was supposed to have arrived at G-ooty with this swing door 
secured by its cotter in the closed position, there were fresh scratch marks—-vide para 59—on 
the panel alongside, indicating that it (the swing door) had been violently swinging to and fro 
in the open condition a short while before this. Bearing in mind, therefore, that when the swing 
door is open, and the hasp of the tower bolt is pojecting outwards, the said hasp extends to 
7'-3" from the centre of the track at a height of 7'-6| " above rail level when stationary, it must 
be conceded that the latch of this swing door, if open at the time, could have engaged with 
the signal ladder while the train passed through on the Main Line, with the door swinging to 
and fro as a result, ^ind automatically closing itself in the process by the securing cotter 
dropping into its corresponding slot when the door swung shut. 

On the 14th September 1964 there was a similar accident at Naihati on the Eastern Rah¬ 
way. In that accident it was established that the signal ladder was distorted inwards as a result 
of being struck by the extended hasp of the tower bolt of an open door of a wagon. At Naihati 
the maximum distortion of tin? signal ladder was about 1 '-8" at a height of about 7'-6" above 
rail level, which corresponds closely to the distortion of the signal ladder in the accident now 
under review. 

There is no evidence that anything was projecting from the engine or the coaches of No. 11 
Up Express which could have distorted tlie signal ladder. There is also no reason to disbelieve 
the statement of the Signal and Interlocking Maintainer (Mechanical) to the effect that he saw 
that this signal ladder was slightly bent as No. 11 Up Express approached it; in fact it was in 
his interest to suppress this item of information since he thereby laid himself open to the charge 
of not stopping the train in time, Also, the South Cabin Pointsman’s evidence is hardly credible. 
He stated that although he saw that the signal ladder was bent immediately after the passage 
of No. 11 Up Express he did not inform the Assistant Station Master about this when he gave 
information about the Express stopping near the Down Outer Signal and then re-starting, 
because he was confused and frightened. As against this there is the evidence of the Station 
Master and Traffic Inspector Cuddapah to the eEect that when they went to see the bent signal 
ladder, the South Cabin Pointsman was apparently unaware of its condition. The evidence 
of the First Fireman of the Down Light Engine to the effect that when his engine entered the 
station—which was after the passage of No. 1851 Down Goods—the ladder of the Up Main 
Starter Signal was seen by him to be normal, was also recorded only on the 19th May, or 9 days 
after recording the evidence of the South Cabin Pointsman, and there is the possibility that this 
First Fireman had been influenced by the South Cabin Pointsman in the meantime to give evi¬ 
dence in his (the latter’s) favour. 

From the above, therefore, I can only conclude that this signal ladder was damaged by 
something on the formation of No. 1851 Down Goods. It is also most probable that the leading 
swing door above the damaged flap door of Wagon No. CR/BCXT 68027 was open at the time, 
and the hasp of its tower bolt struck the signal ladder and distorted it inwards towards the Main 
Line. The violent swinging of this swing door, which resulted from its engagement with the 
signal ladder, might also possibly have caused its cotter to drop into its corresponding slot 
and thereby secured it in the closed position. 

65. Responsibility for the accident —No. 11 Up Express approached the Up Main Started 
Signal at Rayalcheruvu on a flat R.H. Curve. The platform was to the right, and the signal was 
to the left, and at that time the Assistant Driver was picking up the token from the platform 
on the right and after this the Driver was examining the token and also intent on noting the as¬ 
pects displayed by the Up Main Starter and Up Advanced Starter Signals. From para 58 it 
will be seen that the bent signal ladder was barely visible from the platform outside the Assis¬ 
tant Station Master’s Office. Bearing in mind, therefore, that both the Driver and the Assistant 
Driver were on the right of the engine at the time, and were intent on checking the correctness 
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of the token just picked up, and the aspects of the Up Main Starter and Up Advanced Starter 
Signals, I have no hesitation in absolving them from any blame for not seeing the obstructing 
ladder ahead and stopping the train in time. 

The Guard of No. 11 Up Express was busy at the time looking out on the right to exchan¬ 
ge signals with the Assistant Station Master and the South Cabin, and he, also, cannot be held 
responsible in any way for this accident. 

The bent signal ladder, being barely visible from the platform outside the Assistant Sta¬ 
tion Master’s office, the Assistant Station Master can also not be held responsible for permitting 
No. 11 Up Express to approach and run through the station. 

With regard to the South Cabin Pointsman, it will be seen from para 58 that the bent ladder 
could be seen from his cabin. However, the degree of distortion and infringement of the ladder 
prior to being struck by No. 11 Up Express cannot be determined at this stage, and it is possible 
that the original distortion and infringement was such that it could not be easily detected from 
the South Cabin. Accordingly, although the South Cabin Pointsman was required to ensure 
that the nominated line was clear and free from obstruction before allowing No. 11 Up Express 
to pass through on signals, he may be given the benefit of the doubt in this case, and exonerat¬ 
ed from responsibility for this accident. 

As to the Signal & Interlocking Maintainer (Mechanical), this employee was near the Down 
Facing Points at the time, and only noticed that the ladder was slightly bent as No. 11 Up Ex¬ 
press was approaching it. In the first place his initial reaction was that the ladder was only 
slightly bent, and from that distance it would have been difficult to judge whether it was in¬ 
fringing the Main Line or not. Further, it would have been impossible for him to have stopped 
the Express within such a short distance, even if he had so tried. Accordingly, I do not hold him 
responsible for not stopping No. 11 Up Express and, thereby, averting this accident. 

66. Responsibility of Guard of No. 1851 Dn. Goods —There is no direct evidence to the 
effect that the leading swing door above the damaged flap door of Wagon No. CR/BCXT 68027 
was open at the time, and the hasp of its tower bolt caused the damage to the ladder of the 
Up Main Starter Signal, although the circumstantial evidence definitely points to this. In any 
case, there are no rules or instructions laid down prescribing that Guards of goods trains should 
ensure that the swing doors of covered wagons on their trains are secured in the closed or open 
position, and, accordingly, the Guard of No. 1851 Down Goods cannot be held responsible 
for any failure on his part in this respect. 

Attention is here drawn to the Railway Board’s letter No. 64/TTV/l/lO dated the 16th 
April 1966 issued in connection with the accident to No. 12 NBDown “Bandel-Naihati Local” 
while approaching Naihati station of the Eastern Railway on the 14th September 1964, in 
which, inter-alia, the Railway Board have stated-— 

“.according to extant rules, wagons with doors in the open, unfastened condi¬ 
tion are not expected to run. ..”. 

Despite this statement, however, there are apparently no such orders actually in force, and, 
accordingly, it is desirable that General Rule 113 be suitably modified to provide for this. 

67. “BlanJcing off” of light structures such as ladders etc., which are located at less than 
7'-9" from the centre of the trach—Oxm of the recommendations made in connection with the 
Naihati accident mentioned above was that all open framed structures erected alongside the 
track at a distance less than 7'-9" from the same (excluding any additional allowance re¬ 
quired due to curves) should be blanked off with a 1/8" M.S. plate between 6'-9" and 7'-9" 
above rail level in order to guard against the protruding hasp of an open swing door of a 
wagon engaging with the same. This recommendation was accepted by the Railway Board for 
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light structures only such as ladders, thin posts etc., where suclr structures could not be 
straightway shifted out to the minimum required distance, and orders on these lines were 
issued by the Railway Board to the General Managers of Railways (vide their letter No. 
66/WDO/SD/5 dated 15th June 1965) for compliance. 

In this particular case at Rayalcheruvu the Up Main Starter Signal and its ladder were 
located at less than 7'-9" from the centre of the Main Line, and, since there was evidence 
to the effect that neither the Signal had been shifted, nor the Main Line slewed in the recent 
past, this state of affairs must have been in existence for some time. In the circumstances, 
therefore, it was incumbent on the Railway Administration to have provided the necessary 
“blanking off”, which, unfortunately, had not been done, the work at the time being still in 
the process of implementation—though since completed throughout the Broad Gauge portion 
of the Southern Railway. Inquiries made have also revealed that this very signal ladder had 
been bent and broken by the open door of a BOX wagon on the 16th September 1969, neces¬ 
sitating replacement of a portion of the same, and it is surprising that this incident in Sep¬ 
tember 1969 at least did not remind the Administration to expedite compliance with the 
orders of the Railway Board. 

It is not possible to fix responsibility on any individual for this failure to comply with the 
Railway Board’s orders, and the Railway Administration as a whole must, therefore, be 
held responsible for this delay on their part, which, there is little doubt, indirectly resulted 
in this accident. In order that the attention of all Engineering and Signal Engineering staff 
be focussed on this it would also be desirable if a special item to this effect be included in the 
Schedule of Dimensions for the Broad Gauge. 

Although not strictly relevant to the accident under review, which occurred on the Broad 
Gauge, attention is here invited to the Railway Board’s letter No. 65/WDO/SD/5 dated 
28th September 1966, wherein they have drawn attention to the fact that similar “blanking 
off” of light structures is required on the Metre Gauge also, but the distances would require 
to be altered to suit the clearances specified in the Metre Gauge Schedule of Dimensions. It 
would, therefore, be desirable if the Metre Gauge Schedule of Dimensions also provide for this, 
specifying the dimensions and clearances to which the “blanking off” should apply. 

68. Design of wagons —Another one of the recommendations made in connection with 
the Naihati accident of 14th September 1964 was to the effect that the design of wagons should 
be straightway altered to comply with the provisions of Item 30 of Chapter IV(A) of the 
Schedule of Dimensions for the &oad Gauge. The Railway Board in reply, vide their letter 
No. 64/TTV/l/lO dated the 16th April 1966, stated that the question of redesigning the lock¬ 
ing arrangement for doors of covered wagons so as to reduce the infringement that occurs 
with the projection of the hasp of the tower bolt was being referred to the R.D.S.O. for exa¬ 
mination. The outcome of this is not known, but, presumably, the design of the locking 
arrangement has not yet been altered, as Wagon No. CR/BCXT 68027, which was involved 
in the accident under review, was commissioned as late as May 1969 against a contract execu¬ 
ted in November 1968, and the hasps of the tower bolts of this wagon project to 7'-3" from 
the centre of the track when its door are wide open. 

It would be desirable, therefore, that expeditious action be taken to redesign the locking 
arrangement for doors of all covered wagons. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS 

69. From the evidence available, I conclude that the accident to No. 11 Up “Express” 
was caused by the distorted infringing ladder of the Up Main Starter Signal of Rayalcheruvu 
station being struck by the train while it passed through on the Main Line at high speed. 
For this, for reasons given in para 66 above, no in^vidml can be held responsible. 
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70. The ladder of the Up Main. Starter Signal was in all probability bent and distorted 
by the projecting hasp of the tower bolt of the open swing door of Wagon No. CK/BCXT 68027 
of No. 1851 Down Goods, which had passed through this station on the Main Line a little 
more than an liour earlier. The signal ladder, it is fairly definite, would not have been dis¬ 
torted had it been blanked in accordance with the orders issued by the Railway Board vide, 
their letter No. 65/WDO/SD/5 dated 15th June 1965. This delay on the part of the Southern 
Railway Administration to implement the Board’s orders might, therefore, be said to have 
indirectly resulted in the accident. 

71. The relief arrangements were satisfactory. In particular, the help rendered by Doctor 
Obanna, the Civil Assistant Surgeon Tadpatri, and the Lady Doctor from the Civil Hospital 
Tadpatri are to be commended. 


Yours faithfully, 

(Sd.) (H. S. HART) 

Additional Commissioner of Railway Safety, 
Southern Circle Bangalore. 


Bangalorb-9 

13-7-1970 


Rboommendations/Incidental Observations and recommendations made by the 
Commission of Railway Safety in connection with the Accident that occurred 
to No. 11 Up ‘Dadar—Madras Express’train at Rayalcheruvu station, Southern 
Railway at about 09-24 hours on 8th May, 1970. 

1 . Both the Broad Gauge and the Metre Gauge Schedules of Dimensions should be suit¬ 
ably amended to provide for the “blanking off” of light framed structures located alongside 
the track clearly specifying the minimum distances from the adjacent track of such structures 
requiring to be blanked off, and the heights at which these structures are required to be 
“blanked off.” 

2. General Rule 113 should be suitably modified to provide for Guards ensuring that 
doors on their trains are properly secured in either the closed or open position. 

3. Wagon No. CR/BCXT 68027 has obviously been despatched from Nandalur on the 
8th May 1970 with its flap door damaged, and the projection of the same constituted an 
infringement of moving dimensions. The train examination at Nandalur had, therefore, not 
been carried out properly, and the Railway Administration should take suitable action in 
this connection against the Train Examiner concerned, and the Guard of No. 1851 Down 
Goods. 

4. The Guard of No. 1851 Down Goods did not hand over charge of the train, as requir¬ 
ed, on its arrival at Gooty. Altogether, it was apparent that this Guard, Shri C. Venkatarama 
Naidu was not alive to his responsibilities, and it is desirable that his suitability for the post of 
Guard be examined afresh by the Railway Administration 



Railway Board’s Remarks on the above noted Recommendations etc. and para 68 of 

THE Report. 

1. The Railways who have not implemented the orders contained in the Board’s circular 
letter No. 65/WDO/SD/5 dated 15th June 1965 have been advised to complete the work within 
a target date. 

2. This Ministry consider that it would be extremely impracticable to lay down in 
GrR. 113, as suggested by the Commission of Railway Safety, that the Guards should ensure 
that doors on their trains are properly secilred. The Guard has neither the equipnaent nor the 
facilities to ensure strict observance of such a rule. There are already standing instructions 
enjoining upon the loading and unloading staff to close and secure the doors properly, after 
completion of loading and unloading operation. Further instructions on the subject have 
been issued to the Railways vide Board’s letter No. TC. III/3029/71 dated 7th May 1971. 

3. Disciplinary action is being taken by the Railway against the TXR concerned and 
the Guard of 1851 Down Goods train. 

4. Suitable action has been taken by the Railway in this regard. 

5. Para 68 of the Report^The case for redesigning the locking arrangement with a view to 
reducing the infringement by the projection of the hasp of the tower belt has already been 
examined in consultation with the RDSO. The financial implications of redesigning the locking 
arrangement of the doors of covered wagons to remove the infringement of open doors would 
be Rs. 2 • 3 crores and even this would solve the problem only partially as there would still be a 
large number of wagons in which the open door frame itself would infringe the moving dimen¬ 
sions. The redesigning of the locking arrangement of the existing coyered wagons is, there¬ 
fore, not a workable solution. In order, to prevent such accidents, it is necessary to ensure 
that the doors of the covered wagons are properly secured, for which purpose suitable ins¬ 
tructions, as mentioned against recommendation No. 2, have already been issued to the 
Railways. 
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